The processes of deepening economic integration and regional development contribute to the intensification of inter-regional disparities. The EU's efforts to achieve cohesion are intended to contribute to lifting the level of socio-economic development, improving the quality of life of residents, and also solving emerging problems, including social ones, so that the benefits of growth spread evenly across the EU. This inevitably has the implication, in the name of solidarity principle, of the need to provide support to countries and regions at a disadvantage to achieve cohesion within the EU. The Union promotes economic, social and territorial cohesion among Member States (MS) through grants of financial assistance and in the many benefits achieved from the implementation of EU policies. One of these policies is the cohesion policy, the aim of which is to achieve a social, economic and territorial cohesion within the Union. This paper aims to identify current perceptions of cohesion in the EU. Here we will argue that there is no conflictual relationship between economic and social cohesion; that both dimensions are self-reinforcing, and economic cohesion presupposes social cohesion.
Introduction
The EU's primary concern is fostering solidarity among the MS, e.g. through the implementation of common policies (Mik 2009: 49-50) . It has a practical application in the activities undertaken to achieve cohesion in the economic, social and territorial dimensions of the Union. The processes of deepening economic integration and regional development contribute to the intensification of inter-regional disparities.
I A view to ensure cohesion in its three dimensions is born in mind here; as stated in Art. 3 (3) TEU 'The Union [...] promotes economic, social and territorial cohesion and solidarity among Member States.' Economic solidarity in the context of cohesion policy should not be achieved only through the institutionalised transfers of funds made from relatively wealthy countries to less-favoured countries or regions, but would look much more widely, through the prism of mutual benefits gained by both donors and beneficiaries of this aid and the whole the EU. V The implementation of this policy in regions is now necessary to overcome the negative consequences of the economic crisis, as will be reflected in the decreased disparity, economic and social cohesion at different levels: European, within individual MS, as well as on the regional level, at the same time conditioning further development of this group (Dziembała 2013: 372) .
Achieving economic and social cohesion took on special significance in the EU due to the asymmetric impact of the financial and economic crisis in different regions within the EU. It is also a result of policies being implemented in the EU -restrictive macroeconomic, fiscal policies, and macroeconomic effects of the crisis. One should take into account the fact that in the period of economic downturn the resilience of the MS to As a consequence, much attention was needed in the direction of policy actions which would contribute to the achievement of cohesion, both in the economic and social dimension (Rodrígues-Pose, Tselios 2015: 31). Indeed, the social consequences inherent in a period of economic downturn cannot be forgotten; here, issues of strengthening social cohesion in the EU have been undertaken in the Europe 2020 strategy. In fact, sustainable development is promoted here, it is noted that while taking action not only economic criteria, economic growth, should be accounted for, but also social categories should be included (European Commission 2010). Therefore, a discussion was conducted regarding growth and its sustainability in the context of achieving cohesion in both dimensions, and at the same time implications that are associated with its attainment.
The existence of regional disparities impacts on national economies. Unused labour resources, and production potential, lowers national prosperity. Thus, the relevant policies aimed at these resources affect the economic results achieved by a national economy, improve the efficiency and quality of life, and hence social well-being in the regions.
However, it may turn out that while some regions benefit from the adopted strategy of development of a given national economy, in others, where capital and resources are not utilized, there may be a need to implement policies aimed at achieving social equality in the regions lagging behind (Martin 2008: 3-4) .
Cohesion is a multifaceted concept, and it can be argued that it is a 'state of community of interests' that is to be achieved. It also means targeting entities, and individuals, with the objectives established in the EU system (Tondl 1995: 8-11 ). The categories of economic and social cohesion are difficult to be treated separately, not least in the formulation of policies and directions of the proposed support. These two dimensions of cohesion contribute to each other and are characterised by interconnectedness and feedback.
Economic cohesion is associated with actions aimed at not only reducing disparities in development, but also at improving the dynamics of development of regions and increasing their competitiveness. VI As pointed out by M.G. Woźniak, economic cohesion is an instrument for achieving social cohesion as the former 'is [...] to serve business entities and local communities to achieve well-being and enable them to limit the differences in the level and quality of life by eliminating sources of exclusion from the processes of modernisation'(Woźniak 2012: 7). Efforts to improve the situation on the labour market will also affect the living standards of the population, and thus the existing degree of exclusion of the population (Ministry of Infrastructure and Development, 2014: 86) .
Therefore, the issues of social cohesion cannot be neglected, as they have been so far, and are becoming pivotal to the achievement of economic cohesion, and thus development, which should be more inclusive. Social cohesion has been associated with such positive 59 dimensions as a sense of belonging, active participation, and perhaps even trust, as well as being defined in the light of existing inequalities, such as exclusion (OECD 2011: 53) .
According to the OECD, social cohesion can be seen through three components:
social inclusion, social capital (combining trust and various forms of social engagement), and social mobility (OECD 2011: 17, 53-54) , seen as 'measuring the degree to which people may or believe that they will change their position in society' (OECD 2011: 54) . It is emphasized that the existence of social cohesion contributes to economic growth, to the reduction of poverty, to the effectiveness of public policies, and moreover it affects the sustainability of economic growth (OECD 2011: 54, 58 ).
The assessment of economic cohesion perceived in the light of the ongoing development processes, and thus convergence, is the subject of numerous analyses (Barro, Sala-i-Martin 1991: 107-182) . Analysis of the importance of social cohesion for the growth of regional economies, or the EU, has also been conducted. The importance of social cohesion on a regional basis for maintaining sustainable growth is emphasized by Ch.
Benner, and M. Pastor, who studied growth within 184 metropolitan areas in the United
States in the years 1990-2011. They proved that the durability of growth spells, through the creation of increased employment and higher real wages, are related to factors such as low levels of dependency on processing industries, and a higher proportion of people who hold secondary education level. However, as they argue, the length of growth spells is also influenced by factors related to social cohesion and, therefore, political fragmentationfragmentation of local government, a high level of racial segregation, and a high level of income inequality which may contribute to shorter growth spells in the economy. The sustainability of this growth is impacted by the levels of inequality; the region which is more socially integrated will be able to sustain this growth (Benner, Pastor 2014: 1-18 
Economic and social cohesion in the new EU Member States
A wide variety of political, cultural and social factors have resulted in the boundary defining the economic division of Europe into its richer and poorer part now running between the western and eastern part of the continent, where in the middle of the twentieth century it existed between the north and the south. In fact, in 1950-1989, the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) were subjected to economic degradation, and at the end of this period they were in the group of least developed European countries (Orłowski 2010a: 19-22) . VII With EU membership their economic development has accelerated, not only as a result of their membership in the EU structures, but also the ongoing process of transformation in these countries.
However, the CEE countries, despite convergence processes, remain in the group of EU countries with lowest levels of socio-economic development. In 2011, Cyprus achieved the best results in terms of GDP per capita in this group of countries, which amounted to 94% of the average values for the EU-28 (according to PPS), and the worst -Bulgaria, whose GDP per capita was 47% of the EU average. In 2011, the richest region in the EU-13 was Bratislava, with a GDP per capita of 186% of the EU average, followed by Prague (171% of the EU-28 average) and only 9 regions had a GDP per capita higher than 75% of the EU average. The poorest was the Romanian region of Nord-Est ( In order to obtain an answer to the questions, a study was conducted using a set of variables characterising economic and social cohesion. The following variables were used: unemployment rate (%), economic activity rate (%), average life expectancy, fertility rate, and households' disposable income (HDI), expressed in euros per inhabitant (Dziembała 2013). The study covered the following three-year periods: 2003-2005, 2006-2008 and 2009-2011, for which average values of the data were calculated. IX The analysis of economic and social cohesion was carried out for the CEE countries, as well as for their regions. Initially 58 regions in the EU-13 were selected for analysis, but Cyprus, two
Croatian regions and Malta were not included in the calculation due to lack of data.
Croatia, Cyprus and Malta were excluded from the countries' analysis due to the lack of data on HDI.
The cluster analysis carried out according to J.H. Ward's method made it possible to define groups of countries similar to each other following the adopted set of variables.
Three clusters were identified; however, due to interpretation issues, a division at a lower level was adopted by selecting four clusters for economic and social cohesion, covering the period of [2003] [2004] [2005] . Slovenia was included in the first cluster (Class I) characterised by the best economic potential due to very favourable indicators among the other classes: above average HDI per capita, the highest rate of life expectancy, a relatively low unemployment rate, a relatively high economic activity rate of the population. Still, attention needs to be paid to the demographic potential due to a below average fertility rate. In contrast, Class IV included Romania and Bulgaria, namely countries that were characterised by the lowest economic potential of the analysed group of countries, taking into account the HDI per capita, low economic activity rates, low life expectancy, where these variables are below average for this group of countries. In contrast, cluster III covered Hungary and the Czech Republic due to the very high, above average HDI per capita, and low unemployment rate.
The remaining group, which includes class II, included countries with an average HDI per capita and moderate growth prospects, in which attention should be paid to the need for human resource management. The results confirm that changes in the EU-10 countries are slowly taking place, as countries' identification with particular groups is relatively stable. The analysis of the average values of the data for subsequent periods shows that there was a gradual improvement, with the exception of the unemployment rate. The gradual advancement in the level of welfare is not only proved by improved HDI per capita, but also the average How is, then, economic and social cohesion shaped on a regional basis in the group of countries analysed? The regions were divided into 3 clusters using the method of k-means.
In order to identify the optimal number of clusters, the agglomeration method of J.H.
Ward was applied. showed that cluster 2 has the best values for the adopted coefficients. Only the fertility rate for this group of countries was the lowest. Therefore, these regions are of high economic potential, but attention should be paid to the improvement of the demographic potential.
Cluster 1 included 21 regions representing 38.9% of all analysed regions and these were all Bulgarian regions, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, 6 Hungarian regions and 7 out of 8
Romanian regions. This cluster is characterised by the lowest HDI per capita, and an average life expectancy, the lowest coefficient of labour economic activity and the highest fertility rate. This group of regions is characterised by the lowest economic potential, whereas it has good demographic potential and satisfactory use of human resources.
In contrast, cluster 3 covered all Polish regions, one Czech region and 2 Slovak regions characterised by great demographic potential, but untapped human capital due to the highest average unemployment rate.
In In contrast, cluster 1 included countries characterised by the lowest HDI and average life expectancy, and, therefore, the lowest economic potential, but significant demographic potential and untapped human capital. This cluster was made up of 11 regions, i.e. 5 out of 6 Bulgarian regions, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, 1 Hungarian region and 2 Slovak regions.
Compared to the analysis of the first period, the number of regions classified in the cluster with the worst economic performance decreased. In addition, the unemployment rate was the highest among all analysed clusters, which, as it can be assumed, was affected by the economic crisis and its consequences in the social sphere. These regions which Gradually, CEE countries and regions are improving their level of socio-economic development. While formulating goals and taking action within the framework of economic policy these two should not exclusively be seen in the context of short-term objectives, but also the long-term ones, of which social cohesion ought to be a determinant.
In a broader view, the adoption of convergence processes can be understood to be a prerequisite for the cohesion of this group of countries and the EU, not only in the economic and social aspect, but also in political one (Tondl 1995: 9) .
Benefits versus contributions of the cohesion policy
In 2014-2020, the volume of financial resources for cohesion policy will be €351.8bn
(at current prices). XI Determining this element of the EU budget, and adopting solutions, was accompanied by numerous debates; some questioned the legitimacy of policy and questioned the meaning of its continued functioning.
However, solidarity should not be seen in the light of the costs of immediate compensation, but in the mutual benefits accruing to the members of the Union (Vignon 2011). The benefits of implementing a cohesion policy also apply to those countries which make the greatest contribution to the EU budget, and postulate its reduction. This assistance is becoming an important development impulse for them. As for A. Prusek writes, 'a membership fee to the EU budget is in fact a proportional contribution to the benefits gained by the country from the common market and, therefore, a specific turnover Despite the undoubtedly positive effects of the implementation of cohesion policy, it is, however, necessary to take measures to increase positive public awareness of the EU's policies. EU politicians see the benefits gained from the implementation of cohesion policy, in particular in the EU-15 countries, as a means to gain greater support for joint integration actions, and for cohesion through the implementation of this policy. This is especially pertinent, given that the level of confidence in the EU among the EU population is still relatively low and amounted to 37% in 2014 (spring), a significant decrease compared to 2007 (autumn), when it accounted for 57%, in a period of prosperity (European Commission 2014b: 8).
What is, then, the perception of cohesion policy among EU citizens? According to the results of Eurobarometer 2013, about a third of respondents indicated that they knew about the projects co-financed from EU funds, which contributed to the development of the area in which they live. At the same time, in countries where the majority of regions were convergence objective regions, knowledge of the projects co-financed with these funds is much greater. While 64% of respondents in the EU-13 countries (whose regions were in the majority covered by the convergence objective) indicated some knowledge of EU projects, in the EU-15 countries the awareness was only 26%. In Poland, about 80% of the respondents indicated knowledge about projects co-financed with the EU, while in Great Britain only 10% of respondents, in Germany 15%, France 28% and Portugal 51%.
Among the respondents with knowledge of EU funds, 77% of them pointed to the positive impact of the funds on the development of regions (cities), and the result is more favourable for the EU-13 (89%) than for the EU-15 (69%). In Poland, this percentage was 93% in 2013. It should be noted that the perception of current priorities for this assistance has changed. As many as 52% of Europeans said that measures of this policy should be directed to all regions (in 2010 -49%) and not only the poorest regions (Citizen's awareness and perceptions of EU regional policy: 4, 6-7, 10, 12, 29-30).
In post-crisis conditions one direction for the revival of solidarity and a restoration of support for the idea of the EU is to promote convergence, but a process of economic slowdown has also affected the countries of Central Europe. It partly resulted from the slowdown in reforms taking place in these countries and from the need to pursue a model of development based on innovation. Thus, the support of citizens for the European project will be gained. This is also in the interest of richer countries (Swieboda 2014: 44).
Moreover, as emphasised by R. Camagni, R. Capello, as a result of the crisis, additional divisions may be caused and the emergence of a two-speed Europe -less developing regions of the southern countries and regions of the northern countries may occur. The convergence process will slow down and it will not be sufficient to enable Eastern
European countries to reach the level of GDP per capita of the countries in Western
Europe by 2030. Thus, the effects of the crisis will be permanent and it will be difficult to overcome them (Camagni, Capello 2015: 30-31).
Varied activities to strengthen and intensify the process of convergence have been proposed, both at the EU level and in the MS, but the selection of actions that are most
appropriate is an open issue (Swieboda 2014: 44-45) . Undoubtedly, such actions have to be implemented by the cohesion policy. However, the assessment of the effects of the cohesion policy, its contribution to the process of economic growth, and hence convergence in the EU, is ambiguous. Some authors emphasise that the effectiveness of the policy depends on the fulfilment of certain conditions for positive processes to turn out to be reality (Baun, Marek 2014: 178-208).
Implementation of cohesion policy in Poland and its effects
With accession to the EU, Poland was included in the European cohesion policy. The role of this policy should be the creation of development impulses that will foster positive changes in areas that are at various stages of development. In particular, this concerns the first phase, during which an economy based on traditional factors of development, without From this analysis it can be argued that there was excessive emphasis on removing growth barriers through the expansion of basic social and technical infrastructure, to the detriment of other connected conditions: lack of personnel, research facilities, and business services. Also, the investments at the local and central level were mainly related to those aimed at improving living conditions, and to a lesser extent to the achievement of supply effects. At the same time, the ability to run pro-development projects was limited. In the less developed regions, the specific characteristics of the region and their potential were insufficiently taken into account when planning the utilization of the aid (Misiąg, Misiąg, Tomalak 2013: 85-86) .
What, therefore, will be the shape of cohesion policy in Poland in the period of 2014-2020? The size of the allocation granted to Poland during this period will amount to €82.5bn, of which €76.9bn will be allocated to the implementation of operational programs, of which those implemented in the regions will receive around 40%. XIII Still, European structural and investment funds will be an important source of investment financing in order to ensure its sustainability, as approximately one third of development costs will be borne by the EU (Programowanie perspektywy finansowej 2014-2020, 2014: 9) . An important direction of support will be infrastructure, as an increase in funds for innovation and business support is expected. 2014-2020, 2014: 158. The financial resources made available under cohesion policy during this period will be addressed to two categories of regions that were subject to separate rules of programming, but their identification has taken place in accordance with the principles of the framework Regulation. The first group consists of less developed regions which included 15 regions (voivodeships) at NUTS 2 level, as their GDP per capita does not exceed 75% of the average GDP for the EU. However, the status of the Mazowieckie region, now more developed, has changed; it has now left the category of less developed regions. This is due to the presence of the capital in the region -Warsaw with a significant growth potential, while smaller territorial units are characterised by a lower level of development similar to that of the poorest Polish regions. As a consequence, within this region there is very high internal differentiation, the highest among regions. The territorial dimension is reflected in the new cohesion policy, and, the connected regional policy implemented in Poland. The Partnership Agreement which sets out the strategy of activities undertaken under the cohesion policy, the common agricultural policy and the common fisheries policy in [2014] [2015] [2016] [2017] [2018] [2019] [2020] indicates that interventions will be implemented corresponding to the existing potentials of individual territories and their needs. Areas of strategic intervention are pointed out, also supported by the Cohesion Policy funds, will include five Polish, lessfavoured regions of Eastern Poland, regional capitals with their functional areas, cities and city districts that require revitalisation due to the cumulative negative socio-economic phenomena, spatial and environmental issues, these are also rural areas insufficiently involved in the development processes and border areas as well as coastal (Programowanie perspektywy finansowej [2014] [2015] [2016] [2017] [2018] [2019] [2020] 2014) .
XIV

Conclusion
In summary, the achievement of the socio-economic model of the EU requires adherence to the principle of solidarity, of which cohesion policy is the practical dimension.
But now this cohesion needs to be supported not only in the economic dimension, but also in the social one, to pursue the sustainable development path adopted by the EU. Thus, European cohesion policies should be built on both economic and social pillars. This could, in the long run, also be an important contribution to the creation of European solidarity. As we have argued in the paper there is no conflictual relationship between economic and social cohesion. The importance of social cohesion on the regional level and its contribution to the economic growth should be further discussed. The financial assistance granted under the cohesion policy supports the achievement of both dimensions of cohesion. It cannot be forgotten that the benefits from the implementation of this policy apply all MS, not just the beneficiaries of the aid.
Cohesion policy has evolved -from a purely redistributive policy to a policy supporting all regions, a determining factor in both its current and future importance in the EU. Currently, cohesion policy must be directed at fostering development to a greater extent, not only at equalizing differences.
In Poland, cohesion policy has led to a significant transformation in various spheres of socio-economic life. However, the focus should be on development-oriented activities, including projects related to the improvement of human and social capital, and in the sphere of education, which all play a fundamental role. In the current programming period, Poland needs to mobilise its own financial resources to support development projects as much as possible. When, in the next financial perspective, it will receive reduced funding from the EU, as it can be imagined, thanks to the improvement of its socio-economic situation, it will be necessary to continue the investments initiated thanks to EU funds to support the competitiveness of the economy. External factors: globalisation (e.g. through changes in the pattern of production -value chain), the economic crisis and related macroeconomic constraints, demographic change, climate change, social exclusion, the challenges of environmental protection, energy problems, knowledge based economy and other externalities Source: own calculations. Source: own calculations. 
